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DATE: 29/01/19
JOB NO: ND1449COMMUNITY FEEDBACK - KEY ISSUES TO RESOLVE

DENNIS RESERVE DWG NO: 01
REV: -

PLAY & YOUTH PROVISIONSADDITIONAL TENNIS COURTS BUFFER SPACE

35%
POSITIVE

26%
AMBIVALENT

39%
NEGATIVE

OF THOSE WHO COMMENTED

9 OUT OF 10
ADVOCATED ONLY ONE PLAYGROUND, 
NOT TWO

7 RESPONDENTS
EXPRESSED NEGATIVE VIEWS ON THE 
SPACE BETWEEN THE TENNIS COURTS 
AND BACK FENCES
Issues raised include

▪▪ waste of land
▪▪ loss of the pathway
▪▪ safety concerns

COMMON CONCERNS INCLUDE

PRIVATISATION & FLEXIBILITY
▪▪ A higher priority being granted to the tennis club (a 

comparatively small number of people) at the expense of 
the broader community

▪▪ Fear that the space is being essentially privatised
▪▪ Criticsim of the single-use nature

JUSTIFICATION
▪▪ Scepticism of the self-reported data from Tennis Australia
▪▪ Belief that existing courts in the local area could be better 

utilised instead
▪▪ Ignoring HBCC Open Space Strategy
▪▪ Ignoring previous consultation results

PASSIVE OPEN GREEN SPACE
▪▪ Growing deficit in the local area
▪▪ Placing greater value on this
▪▪ Being lost in favour of courts

Support for retaining the existing playground was mostly on 
cost/wastage grounds

Sentiments supporting relocation include
▪▪ Safety concerns in the current location
▪▪ closer proximity to the kindergarten
▪▪ closer proximity to parking

A RELATIVELY EVEN SPLIT
across all submissions between positive and negative 
attitudes towards additional tennis courts.

4 RESPONDENTS
HIGHLIGHTED THE NEED TO CATER FOR  
OLDER CHILDREN / TEENS AS WELL

52 
RESPONDENTS 

IN TOTAL
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TENNIS COURT ADVICE 
DENNIS RESERVE DWG NO: 02

REV: -
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DISCLAIMER
Copyright by Urbis Pty Ltd. This drawing or parts thereof may not be
reproduced for any purpose or used for another project without the consent of
Urbis. The plan must not be used for ordering, supply or installation and no
relevance should be placed on this plan for any financial dealing of the land.
This plan is conceptual and is for discussion purposes only and subject to
further detail study, Council approval, engineering input, and survey. Cadastral
boundaries, areas and dimensions are approximate only. Written figured
dimensions shall take preference to scaled dimensions.
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MULTISPORT FACILITIES

▪▪ Helps invite public use and expands the pool 
of potential users beyond the Tennis Club and 
people who enjoy tennis

▪▪ Helps to address concerns about the single-use 
nature

▪▪ Provides expanded recreation opportunities for 
older children / teenagers

▪▪ Not preferred by the tennis club, however 
the will still have priority access during 
club times to all tennis courts onsite

▪▪ May cause some confusion for players 
involved in high-standard competition

▪▪ Visually more inviting - helps to signal that these are 
public courts, not privatised spaces

▪▪ Occasionally not as effective in keeping stray balls 
within the court space

LOWERED FENCES
Suggestion: Provide lowered fences

Suggestion: Provide multisport markings & hoops on two southern courts

Propose two multisport courts with
▪▪ Markings for halfcourt basketball 

and halfcourt netball, in addition to 
tennis

▪▪ Basketball & netball hoops at 
southern end of courts

▪▪ Sufficient buffer zones from formal 
tennis courts

Propose to provide fences that are lowered in the centre of the court, where 
there is a lower likelihood of stray balls escaping. They would be valuable on 
the western side, and potentially on the eastern side, subject to the design of the 
space between the courts and back fences (refer to p 4)
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NOT TO SCALE

BUFFER SPACE OPTIONS
DENNIS RESERVE DWG NO: 03

REV: -

FERGUSON ST

M
ELBO

URNE RD

Open grass

Mainstreets

School

Dead end street

Train 
Station

RETAINING THE PATH FILL WITH GRASS

▪▪ Major anchors for local foot traffic are northwest and 
northeast of the Reserve, not directly north, so it does not 
service these desire lines.

▪▪ This path would only connect up to a dead end street
▪▪ The path invites people to walk in an area which is more 

physically isolated and has comparatively less passive 
surveillance than alternative paths of movement (e.g. 
Lyons Street or proposed path along Melbourne Road).

▪▪ May still be perceived as ‘wasted space’
▪▪ Similar issues as per “Retaining the path 

Option” re. allowing access to an area with 
comparatively less passive surveillance

▪▪ Lack of clear purpose of the space not ideal 
for territorial reinforcement

Suggestion: Not necessary to retain from a pedestrian network perspective

▪▪ If a path is not provided along 
Melbourne Road edge, it may be 
valuable as an alternative

▪▪ It may be convenient for a small 
number of residents and people 
parked directly north of the site

▪▪ No dead ends, helps to resolve safety concerns

FERGUSON ST

M
ELBO

URNE RD

Low
 planting

FILL WITH LOW PLANTING

▪▪ May still be perceived as ‘wasted space’.
▪▪ More convoluted entry to the rear of the 

adjacent properties.

▪▪ Clear that this space does not invite entry, 
resolving safety concerns and removing 
dead end.

Access to rear property entries would be provided via an 
informal gravel path which is inconspicuous and does not 
encourage casual use.

Interface to 

be resolved

For all options, tree retention is the same 
as per the current  masterplan
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BUFFER SPACE OPTIONS
DENNIS RESERVE DWG NO: 04

REV: -

FERGUSON ST
FERGUSON ST

M
ELBO

URNE RD

M
ELBO

URNE RD

GREEN SEATING ZONE IN 
EXPANDED FENCED AREA

SEATING NODES OUTSIDE 
FENCED AREA

▪▪ Expanding the fenced area may not be received 
well by those who are opposed to the increased 
number of tennis courts. This may be eased by 
implementing the other recommendations to 
encourage public use.

▪▪ May be some extra challenges and expense 
integrating the fencing with the existing trees.

▪▪ Depending on design of the fence: 
- limited  interaction between seating nodes 
and courts 
- Views from seating nodes may be interrupted 
by fence 
A lowered fence and gate on the eastern side 
would help resolve these issues.

▪▪ Similar issues as per “Retaining the path 
Option” re. encouraging access to an area 
with comparatively less passive surveillance, 
however this design does provide better 
territorial reinforcement.

Granitic sand

Artificial turf with moveable seating (ease of 
maintenance)

Groundcover plantings 
(low enough to allow for easy ball retrieval)

Fence

Granitic sand

Artificial turf seating nodes 
(ease of maintenance)

Low plantings

Fence

▪▪ No dead ends
▪▪ Space is not constrained in a limited strip
▪▪ Not ‘wasted space’ since it can now be used for 

passive recreation and as a comfortable area for 
audience to watch

▪▪ Better passive surveilance since it is not cut off 
from the tennis courts & interaction between the 
spaces is possible

▪▪ No dead ends
▪▪ Not ‘wasted space’ since it can now be used for 

passive recreation and as a comfortable area 
for audience to watch

Example of green seating nodes (NB: ground level not to be altered)

FAQS
CAN THE COURTS BE MOVED CLOSER TO THE 
FENCE?
No, existing mature trees need to be retained and moving the 
court closer would intrude on the tree protection zones.

WHAT IS PASSIVE SURVEILLANCE?
This is a CPTED (Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design) principle that aims to keep potential offenders 
and intruders under observation through the creation of 
environments where there is sufficient opportunity for people 
engaged in their normal behaviour to observe the space around 
them.

WHAT IS TERRITORIAL REINFORCEMENT?
This is a CPTED principle which implies the use of physical 
attributes to express stewardship of a space. With good 
territorial reinforcement it is clear that someone cares about the 
space and it is designed with a clear purpose.

Example of green seating zone 
with moveable furniture A court divider net may help avoid 

having balls flying into the seating zone
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SINGLE PLAYGROUND OPTIONS
DENNIS RESERVE

RETAIN PLAYGROUND & 
MAXED PARK LAND

MOVE PLAYGROUND & 
2 EXPANDED PARKLANDS

South playground retained & enhanced as per 
current masterplan.

The central area of uninterrupted open grassed 
space is maximised

FOR BOTH PLANS
	 = Indicative seating nodes / 
	 congregation spaces

Intended to appeal particularly to teens / older 
children

Central path realigned to avoid doubling-up 
of paths at the eastern end and optimise the 
useable spaces

Tree retention is the same as per the current  
masterplan

Playground

Playground

Open 
grassed 
parkland

Open 
grassed 
parkland

Open 
grassed 
parkland

Plaground moved north and reconfigured to sit 
amongst the trees

Seating nodes integrated with existing 
landscape to the south (while preserving 
heritage elements)

▪▪ Maximised uninterrupted grassed 
space may be appreciated by 
respondents who value and are 
concerned about this.

▪▪ Likely to be less expensive than 
relocating the playground

▪▪ Reconfigured play space opens 
up more uninterrupted open 
grassed space south of the tennis 
courts (which is valued by some 
respondents).

▪▪ Seating nodes relatively close to high 
school so likely to be well used

▪▪ Playground further away from ‘living 
areas’ of adjacent property

▪▪ Playground in a location perceived to 
be safer

▪▪ Playground closer to kindergarten

▪▪ Playground may still be perceived as 
being unsafe even with landscape 
barriers

▪▪ Seating nodes not as close to the 
high school

▪▪ More expensive than retaining 
existing playground location

▪▪ Open grassed space more 
fragmented

DWG NO: 05
REV: -




